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Michigan’s Public-Employee Retirement
Benefits: Benchmarking and Managing

Benefits and Costs

By Richard C. Dreyfuss

Executive Summary’

The state manages two major statewide retirement
systems for public employees. The Michigan Public
School Employees’ Retirement System, known as
“MPSERS,’ provides both pension and retiree health
care benefits to eligible public school employees. The
Michigan State Employees’ Retirement System, known as
“MSERS;” provides similar post-employment benefits to
eligible state employees, though MSERS is distinguished
from MPSERS by the Michigan Legislature’s major
pension reform to MSERS in 1997. There are more than
300,000 active employees in the two retirement systems.
With the inclusion of retirees and beneficiaries, the
systems cover more than half a million people.

As of Sept. 30, 2009, the most recent date for which

data are available, MPSERS and MSERS pensions had
unfunded liabilities of $15.1 billion, while MPSERS and
MSERS retiree health care plans had unfunded liabilities
of between $24.6 billion and $40.2 billion, depending on
how the liabilities are calculated.

The combined $15.1 billion unfunded liability for
MPSERS and MSERS pensions results specifically from
the two systems’ “defined-benefit” pension plans. In these
defined-benefit plans, the members’ government employer
assumes the responsibility of annually investing employer
and employee pension contributions in amounts sufficient
. to finance a projected annual retirement income. These
plans place all of the investment risk on the government

~ employer — in this case, on the taxpayer.

* Citations provided in the siudy’s main text.
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MPSERS provides defined-benefit pensions to both

new and existing public school employees, while

MBSERS provides defined-benefit pensions only to state
employees hired before April 1997. State employees

hired after March 1997 are members of MSERS'
“defined-contribution” pension plan, established by the
Michigan Legislature in 1997. In this plan, the state makes
ongoing contributions to a tax-favored account, with

the employee able to contribute as well. The employee
directs investment of the monies, and the accumulated
capital is available to the individual at retirement.

State government and state taxpayers do not assume
investment risk, and the plan incurs no unfunded liability;
the amount of money at retirement largely depends on
investment refurns over time.

State government and school districts are attempting

to prefund MPSERS and MSERS defined-benefit plans
by accumulating sufficient assets to finance current and
future benefits. In contrast, MPSERS and MSERS retiree
health care plans are being financed on a “pay-as-you-
go” basis.

As recently as 2001, following the stock market gains of the
1990s, the MPSERS defined-benefit pension plan was

96.5 percent (or almost fully) funded, while MSERS
defined-benefit pension plan was 98.7 percent funded

in 2002. Unfortunately, the economic and public policy
realities in Michigan — an increasing outflow of residents,
a declining private sector and the uncertainties caused

by federal tax and health care policies — compound the
problems now faced by the MPSERS and MSERS systems.
As of Sept. 30, 2009, MPSERS' and MSERS defined-
benefit pension plans were 78.9 percent and 78.0 percent
funded, respectively.

Another potential roadblock facing MPSERS and
MSERS defined-benefit pension plans involves actuarial




assumptions and accounting methodologies. Both
plans.assume an 8 percent annual investment return

on assets; however, public pension plans nationwide

may begin lowering this key rate assumption due to the
prospect of changes in national government accounting
standards together with less optimistic financial forecasts.
If MPSERS and MSERS’ assumed investment rate is
Iowered, the unfunded liabilities calculated for MPSERS
and MSERS defined-benefit pension plans could be
significantly larger. :

In recent years, MPSERS and MSERS pension and retiree
health care plans have been modified by the Michigan
Legislature, most recently in Michigan Public Acts 75
and 185 of 2010. While these revisions have generally
been positive, they have not significantly altered the
fundamental challenges facing the two systems.

Benchmarking MPSERS and MSERS benefit plans to

the entire Michigan marketplace should be a priority in
redesigning them to be affordable to Michigan taxpayers.
Given the number of employees involved in MPSERS

and MSERS, the public sector will struggle to sustain any
benefits systems that have proven to be unaffordable in

the private sector, especially since the public sector is
dependent upon the private sector for funding the benefits.

Benchmarking with Michigan’s private sector is possible
given data from a proprietary survey conducted in 2010
by Aon Hewitt, an international human resources firm.
Twenty-four major Michigan businesses, including very
well-known, publicly traded companies, participated in
the survey, providing data for a median of 10,122 salaried
employees per company. '

The pension plans offered to new hires by these

24 Michigan companies stand in contrast to the two
defined-benefit pension plans offered by MPSERS and
MSERS. These public plans provide traditional defined
benefits based on final pay (or highest pay), a design
that often results in underfunded plans, The MPSERS
and MSERS defined-benefit plans also include cost-of-
living adjustments.

None of the 24 companies offered new employees
traditional final-pay defined-benefit pension plans. Some
companies still maintained defined-benefit pension plans,
but placed new employees in defined-contribution plans,
which by definition have no unfunded liabilities. Other
plans were “cash-balance” pensions, which are not based
on final yéars of pay and are generally less expensive. Also
of note, none of the 24 companies offered plans with cost-
of-living adjustments.

Significantly, all 24 companies offered defined- _
contribution pension plans. Notably, MSERS compares
well to the companies in the Aon Hewitt survey, since

it offers new hires defined-contribution pension plans
only. In addition, by design, the state’s cost for this plan
varies between 4 percent and 7 percent of employee
compensation, a figure similar to the average employer
contributions made by the 24 private companies. The
benchmarking also shows that through the enactment
of Public Act 75 of 2010, the Legislature moved closer to
private-sector norms in Michigan by ending pension cost-
of-living adjustments for new MPSERS employees.

The large Michigan companies in the Aon Hewitt survey
generally differed from MPSERS and MSERS on retiree
health care provisions. MPSERS and MSERS retirees
cuwrrently receive employer subsidies of up to 100 percent
and 90 percent, respectively, of their retiree health
insurance premiums; retirees receive lower subsidies for

- dental and vision insurance, but these are similarly above

market norms. Only three of the 24 Michigan companies
offered new hires employer-subsidized retiree medical
coverage in 2010; 17 provided no retiree medical subsidies
to new hires, though some were also transitioning away
from retiree medical plans that covered existing employees.

Legislative changes in 2007 slightly reduced the retiree
health care benefits offered to new MPSERS employees,
and the recently passed Public Act 185 of 2010 would
make minor reductions to retiree health care benefits

for new MSERS members as well. The requirement

in Public Act 75 of 2010 that public school employees
begin contributing 3 percent of their income toward an
irrevocable trust for MPSERS retiree health care benefits
should reduce the cost of these benefits to taxpayers.
Nevertheless, MPSERS’ retiree health care provisions
remain above private-sector norms, and with the

3 percent payments currently being challenged in court,
it is unclear how much relief these employee
contributions will ultimately provide. It is even less clear
how effective a Public Act 185 provision requiring MSERS
active members to make a similar 3 percent contribution
toward retiree health care will be. The contribution may
be open to similar legal challenges, and in any event, the

legislation requires the 3 percent payment only through

fiscal 2013, limiting the overall impact.

Michigan policymakers should redesign public-employee
pension and other retiree benefit plans by considering
market trends and the best-demonstrated practices in
both the private and public sectors in Michigan and

the rest of the country. With MPSERS, the Michigan
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Legislature should mirror its 1997 shift for MSERS and
place all new public school employees in a defined-
contribution plan to achieve affordable, predictable and
fully funded costs. The state should also begin to better
manage MPSERS and MSERS retiree health costs through
a combination of plan design and eligibility reforms. A
2005 Michigan Supreme Court ruling even suggests that
the Michigan Legislature is able to modify retiree medical
liabilities for current MPSERS and MSERS retirees.

In addition, public understanding of the projected costs
of MPSERS and MSERS pension and retiree medical
benefits would be significantly enhanced if the Legislature
required the Office of Retirement Services annually to
publish a 20-year forecast of expected liabilities and
expected taxpayer contributions. Such a projection
would likely affirny the belief that these programs are
unsustainabie, that they defer significant costs to the next
generation, and that they need substantial reform.

Introduction

The state of Michigan manages two major statewide
defined-benefit pension plans.” The largest plan provides
benefits for public school employees through the
Michigan Public School Employees’ Retirement System,
known as “MPSERS” The second defined-benefit plan
is provided through the Michigan State Employees’
Retirement System, which covers employees of state
government and is known as “MSERS.” The MSERS
defined-benefit plan was closed to state employees hired
“after March 1997; these employees were enrolled in
MSERS’ new defined-contribution plan.!

Separate and distinct plans also exist providing other
post-employment benefits, commonly known as “OPEB;’
to MPSERS and MSERS participants. These benefits
include employer-subsidized retiree medical, dental,
vision and hearing insurance. In general, MPSERS and

¥ I defined-bensfit plans, the employer assumas the responsiility of annuaily
nvesting emplover and employee pension conlributions in amounis sufficient to
finance a projected ann{f?}l retirement income or projecied insurance premiums for
“such flems as refiree medical, dental and vision insurance. The projecied benefiis

are genaraily set by a formula.

T Iy a definad-contribution plan, the emploves and/or employer make ongoing
contribubions 1o & tax-favored account, Thess are invesisd, and they accumulate
for the benefit of the individual at relireinent. Generally, the investment decisions
and ihe associaied investment risks are the responsibiiity of tha individual. Upon
resirement, the employee can withdraw the account balance as eiiher 8 iump sum
of an annuity, acearding i the provisians of the plan. Mchagen stake employens
who began work afler March 31, 1947, are part of & defined-coniribution pension

© program; seg Public Act 487 of 1998, eflective March 31, 1897, These employveas

i part of MEERE and receive differing degroes of refivee health care bonefits.

MSERS pensions are payable to eligible members and
their beneficiaries, while OPEB provide coverage to
qualifying plan members and their dependents.

This paper reviews MPSERS and MSERS pension and
retiree medical benefits and confirms many of the
published concerns! related to the level of benefits
provided and the associated fiscal challenges facing
Michigan taxpayers in both the short and long term,
The paper does not discuss retiree benefits for state
employees not enrolled in MSERS or for employees of
Michigan’s local governments, though these retirement
benefits may raise similar concerns.

Similar to pensions, these MPSERS and MSERS OPEB
plans have significant unfunded liabilities, which will be
described in this paper.® (In the context of retirement
plans, “liabilities” represent money owed to employees
under current law upon their retirement, and “unfunded
Habilities” are the amount by which the MPSERS or
MSERS liabilities incurred to date exceed MPSERS or
MSERS assets — i.e., the money the plans have set aside
to meet current and future liabilities.)

As of Sept. 30, 2009 (the most recent data available),
the unfunded liability of MPSERS and MSERS pensions
combined was $15.1 billion, while the QPEB unfunded
liability combined was in the range of $24.6 billion to
$40.2 billion, depending upon the methodology used to
compute the liability.]

1o three smafier plans managed by the siaie: the Siale Palice
& ¥

27, the Judges Retirerient 8 and the Legislative Relirement

Syslem. Looa governments may adopt their ¢ el plans, e the Municipa!

Emplovees” Retirernent System. which is managed by an independent board,

ofters pension benefits to lncal governmerits and governmenial organizations,

governmental unils participale in the sysiem voluntarly. See
e Sinty-Third Annual Actuarial Valuation as of Decamber 37,

and 82 of
“The Repert of
2008 and 50-Year Actuarial Projection Coverfng Par

piing Municipalities in the

[y

[ 1| mplovees' Retirement System of an” (Municipal Employees’

R e of Michigan, 2009), !

ennuai_actuarial_report2008.pdf {accassed Sept. 5. 2010): "About MERS”

"Retiremnent Systern, 2010), hilpdfwwwemersofmich.com!
X 176 {accessed

v mgisofmich.comfiormfiles/

sent 35

{Municipal Emiplovaes

indax.php?option=t
Sept. b, 2010,

§ As neled Iater in the text, howevsr, the liabitites for MPSERS and MSERS reiree
health benahis may be subjsct to unilateral modificatan by the Michigan Legisiature
i ways that MPSERS and MSERS pension liabilit

a8 arg nob

4 The compred Hability depends on the percentage growth rate assumad in

the caicumbion; the gher liabitly estimales are based on a 4 percent annual

invastmeni return assumplion, white tha lower llabifity estimates are based on an

& percent annual rate. Computations sased on “Michigan Public Schoot Fimplovees
sment Systemn 2008 Annual Actuarial Valuation Raport” (Gabne! Roeder 8meh
& Company, 2018, B-1; ¥
Annual Actuarial Vaiuation Report” {Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010), B-1;
“Blichigan Pubbe School Emplovees’ Retiren Healih Benefits 2009 Annuat Actuarial

chigan Stale Empioyees’ Retirement Syslem 2008
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Despite recent legislative revisions, such as state Public
Act 75 of 2010 and Public Act 185 of 2010, which affect
MPSERS and MSERS pension and retiree medical
benefits, it remains highly unlikely these programs will
achieve a reasonable long-term cost structure. Specifi-
cally, it is highly unlikely that the plans will be “current,’
so that school districts and the state™ will be able to set
aside sufficient money at regular intervals to ensure that
employees’ benefits are funded as they are earned and in

-the aggregate are “paid up” by the time employees retire,

It is also unlikely the plans will be affordable, so that the
annual pension costs are between 5 percent and 7 percent
of employee compensation — a common percentage '
among private-sector plans, and a cost achieved by
MSERS’ defined-contribution plan, which has an em-
ployer contribution ranging from 4 percent to 7 percent
of employee salary.” And finally, it is also unlikely that

the plans’ costs will be predictable, so that the state and
school districts are able to project with reasonable ac-
curacy what the annual payments to MSERS and MPSERS
will be during the coming years.

Public Act 75 created a slightly reduced defined-benefit
plan for new public school hires while establishing a new
defined-contribution plan. Under the defined-contribution
plan, an employee can contribute up to 2 percent of his or
her salary to a personal retirement account. The employer
then adds up to 1 percent of the employee’s salary to the
employee’s account, so that the employer matches exactly
half of the employee’s contribution.!

A prominent feature of Public Act 75 created an early-
retirement incentive, which was accepted by 17,063, or

fEluation Repot” {Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 20101 A-2y "Michigan Siale
Empilovaes’ Retiree Haaith Benefits 2008 Annuat Actuarial Vaiuation Report”
{Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 20103, A-2.

* For MPSERS, the state Legisiature and the MPSERS board, which 1s compased

o instiucd the districts how much

of sisle sppointees, effectively design the plan

o 1o disburse the amount, Singe
al taxes, both siate and local

MPEERS pension cost is

o deposit gach year. The disiricis are legally
pubsiic wols are funded primarily by siate a

taxpayers bear most of thé cosl. though same of ha
covered by mandatory pension contributions from MPSERS mambers.

+ Under Public Azt 75, public schoof enmployees hired afier July 1, 2010, arg still
paut of 2 defined-henefit MPSERS pe
BENSION Nayments determined by & S-vear final average compensation iovel {ag

ension plan, but they wil recaive annual

opposed 1o the final three years), will no scheduled cost-ol-iving adjustments,

and wii face greater relirement age resiriclions. In addition, employees may apply
w schoal distric! nificizls to increase thair defined-contnbuiian amployer maich io

3 percent of the emplovee’s salary i the employes contributes & wtal of 6 percenl.
Ses Public Act 75 of 2010; see also Bethany Wicksal, "Lagislative Analysis: Public
Schaot Refirement Revisions, Senale Bl 1227 as Enacted” {Michigan House Fiscal
Agency. 2010). httpifwee legh e mi.govidosuments/2008-20 10/bilanalyais!

House/pdif2008-HLA-1227-7.pdf (accassed Aug. 3. 20103,

- BEmployees’ Reliremant Revisions, Senate 8ili 1226 {H-38 as am

approximately 31 percent, of the eligible employees.?
The most significant provision involved requiring public
school employees to make a contribution of 3 percent

of their pay to a health care trust fund to help defray
employer costs for MPSERS retiree health care benefits.
This particular provision is currently being challenged in
court by several public school employees.® A court order
has temporarily placed collection of these funds into an
escrow account pending resolution of this lawsuit.*

Based upon a June 28, 2010, legislative analysis developed
by the House Fiscal Agency, this new 3 percent employee
contribution would represent a $3.5 billion savings over a
10-year period.”

Of note, the Legislature recently passed Public Act 185

of 2010, a set of MSERS revisions similar to the MPSERS
revisions in Public Act 75. The act offers an early-

- retirement incentive to 12,450 state employees, according
- to House Fiscal Agency estimates.® The act also reduces by

up to 11 percent the state subsidies for retiree health care
benefits for MSERS members hired after April 1, 2010.6

A third provision of Public Act 185 requires MSERS active
members to contribute 3 percent of their compensation
to a trust fund to help reduce employer costs for MSERS
retiree health care benefits, but unlike Public Act 75,
Public Act 185 requires these payments only through
fiscal 2013 — a total of approximately three years.!

T Bethany Wicksall, "Legisiat © Schoal Retrement Ravisions,
Senate Bill 1227 as Enacte

dagisiatureami.govidocumenis! 200

e {aoressed Aug. 3, 201

Lo 6 peroent f they were already
pio 1, 2010, Employees whc

members pension payout from

sligible for retirement and the

percent

retire by Sept. 1. 2010, with o 1,58

and years of service nlabng 40 or more.

eihenwise aligible to relire coud
nwftiplier if they had & cambi
Sea MOL 38.1381b(2).

§ Bethany Wicksail, "Leqisiative Anai tate Employees’ Retrement Revisions,

Sanate Bill 1226 (H-38 as amended) chigan Mouse Fiscal Agency, 20103, 3, hiip
2008-201G/bilfenaiysis/House/pdi2008-HLA-1 226-5.

i

legislamre. mi.govidocume

pdf (zocessed Sepember 23, 20101 The incendive meraases the muitiplier on the
members’ pension payout from 1.5 percant 1o 1.6 percent if they are aiready eligi
to retire and they retirg by Jan. 1, 2011, Emplovees who are not olherwise @ 10
retira can sill retirg by Jan. 1, 2011, with 2 1.55 percent muil i
30 or more years of sarvice or a combined age and years of service 10

»

mare. See Public Act 185 of 2071 (State of Michigan, 2010). Ssc. 19j{5),
010/ pubticactpdl2010-PA-DMES pdl {ac
cistative Analysis: State Employess’

legislature migovidocuments 2004
Cclober 8. 2010); see also Wicksa
Retivement Revisions, Senzte Bill 1228 {H-38 as amended),” 1.

9 Public Acl 185 of 2010, Sec. 35(1)-(2)% Wicksall, "Legisiative Analysis: Siate
srull)” 2

According to Public Act 185, MSERS actve mewmbers make the 3 percent payments

fres health care "beginning with the first pay dale after November 1. 2010

foward 1
and ending Seplembar 30, 2013, .7
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The House Fiscal Agency estimates the state will

save $239.2 million during the three years of these
contributions.” As of this writing, no legal challenge has
been made against this provision.

Public Policy Realities

The fiscal challenges facing future taxpayers involve
effectively managing MPSERS and MSERS’ unfunded
liabilities, where the benefits have been overpromised
and underfunded. Granted, as recently as 2001, following
the stock market gains of the 1990s, MPSERS defined-
benefit pension plan was 96.5 percent (or almost fully)
funded, while MSERS defined-benefit pension plan was
98.7 percent funded in 2002.

But these benefit plans, including the “pay-as-you-go”
health plans, now operate within a state experiencing a
significant net outflow of population, where the prospects
for economic growth are already uncertain due to the
decline of the private sector. Mounting federal deficits and
the likelihood of higher federal taxes on personal income,
investments and business income will only compound
the problems at the state and local levels." Interwoven
into all this are federal health care reforms and unfunded
liabilities associated with federal entitlement plans like
Social Security and Medicare. Cumulatively, funding any
deficits for these federal programs will reduce available
investment capital and disposable income for many years
to come.

The fundamental problem is that MPSERS and MSERS
involve major long-term commitments, and state officials
have historically chosen through public policy, both directly
and indirectly, not to pay the necessary costs to keep the
programs current with their liabilities, Rather than amend
the programs’ benefits to make the costs affordable, the
reaction has been to further defer paying these costs.

" “Rhchigan Slate Emplovees’ Refirement System 2008 Annual Acluarial Valuation
Report” (Gabriel Reeder Smith & Company. 2610), 8-5; "Michigan Public Sohioo
Employess’ Retirement Systen 2009 Annual Actuzrial Valuation Repor’ (Gabriel
Roedsr 3mith & Company. 2010). B-3. MPSERS and MBERS retiree health plans.
which are financed on a “pay-as-yau-go” hasiz, are not prefunded and heve almost
1o assets. See "Michigan Public School Employess' Reliree Heallh Benefits 2009
Annpal Actuarial Valuaticn Report” (Gabriel Reeder Smith & Company, 20100, A2,
“Michigan State Employees’ Hetiree Health Benefits 2008 Annual Actuanial Valuation
Repert” {(Gakriel Reeder Smith & Company. 20101, A7

T Prospective federal tax increases include the sunset of tax cuts in te Eoonamic
Growdin and Tax Relief Reconciliztion Act of 2001 and the Jobs and Growth Tax
Refiel Reconciliaion Act of 2002, See "The Budget and Economic Quiinok: An
Updiate” (Congressional Budget Office, 20107, nttp:Avww.cho .goviiipaocs!/ 11 7uxd
Goet170B/A8-18-Update.paf (mccessad Sepl 8, 201031

Part of this is prompted by pension and retiree medical plan
provisions that are, as illustrated later, generous by Michigan
marketplace standards. The problem has been further
exacerbated by the economic downturns in 2001-2003 and
2007-2008, which have adversely impacted asset values
within the major pension systems, where investment growth
is relied on to fund future benefit obligations. As of Sept. 30,
2009, MPSERS' and MSERS' defined-benefit pension plans
were 78.9 percent and 78.0 percent funded, respectively.

The actuarial calculations involved in financing these

two major pension systems are based upon an annual

8 percent asset return assumption. Achieving and
sustaining this 8 percent standard is all the more likely to
prove a significant challenge due to the mounting federal,
state and local deficits, which will consume private-sector
investment capital and disposable income and thereby
reduce business growth and gains in the stock market and
other classes of assets.

Major statewide public pensicn systems, such as those in
California and New York, are considering revising their
investment assumptions to levels as low as 6 percent.®
The federal Pension Protection Act of 2006 requires
private-sector defined-benefit plans to use a lower
funding assumption based upon an index that is currently
at or about the 6 percent level.’ Reducing MPSERS and
MSERS assumptions to a similar 6 percent rate would
increase the projected liabilities of their defined-benefit
pension plans by billions of dollars.

The Pension Protection Act also requires private-sector
plans to fully amortize (or “pay off”) any unfunded
pension liabilities over shorter periods than those
currently being used in MPSERS and MSERS. Combined
with an assumption of a 6 percent investment return,
this shorter amortization period would cause MPSERS
and MSERS pension liabilities and required employer
contributions — and therefore taxpayer contributions —
to rise even further than they would under a 6 percent
assumption alone.

In contrast, MPSERS and MSERS have shifted significant
costs beyond the expected retirement age of the average
active employee, meaning that in the aggregate, benefits are
not fully “paid-up” when the employees retire. For example,
in the 2009 actuarial reports, the unfunded liabilities for
MPSERS and MSERS defined-benefit pension plans were
scheduled to be paid off during the next 27 years, even as
the average age of MPSERS and MSERS members in the
plans was 45.4 and 52.1, respectively — far less than 27
years from retirement age.”?
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While all this is invisible to the retiree, funding deficits
will result in significant deferred costs for the next
generation of employees and taxpayers. Since prefunding
the costs so they are paid up as they are earned is deemed
not affordable {(given the actions taken by policymakers),
it is hard to imagine how it will be considered affordable
in the future.

2007 Revisions

Provisions in state Public Act 15 of 2007, which restated
MPSERS asset values and lowered the permissible state
contributions, served only to reduce current costs,

while deferring other costs, presumably in the name

of affordability.” Deferring contributions and liabilities
should not be considered as savings just because school
districts are able to pay less toward retirement benefits in
the current year; rather, it should be considered unpaid
amounts left for future taxpayers to finance.

Pension and retiree health care reform provisions

- contained in Public Acts 110 and 111 of 2007 did
raise the threshholds for receiving MPSERS retiree
health benefits and increase member contributions
for MPSERS pension benefits.!! While directionally
correct, such provisions only applied to new hires
and will prove to be of minor significance. New hires
are a small percentage of MPSERS members, and the
increase in what they pay is small given the enormity
of the long-term costs facing the state.

OPEB and GASB 45

From an accounting peint of view, the MPSERS and
MSERS retiree medical benefits described in Michigan
law*? represent accounting liabilities that must be
calculated and included in annually disclosed financial
reports as long as the Legislature continues to keep the
laws on the books. The development and calculation
of OPEB liabilities are conceptually similar to those of
pensions from an actuarial and accounting perspective.

However, given a 2005 Michigan Supreme Court ruling,
there are grounds to believe OPEB accounting liabilities

* The bill revaluad MPSERS assets at heir market vahig, rather than the five-vear
rofling average of their market value {the methed used previcusly). Though the

fivg-year ralling averaye was refained maoving forward, this restalement to market

valuas had the affsct of raisi & stated assel valug of the plan to a markal peak.

The il alzo requirad the Legislature 1o pay a smailer amount 10 the pansion fund
than needed to stay on pace to prefund the sarned pension benefits. For the vear,
the paymeni wouk! be equal 1o "4.5% of the unfunded actuarial accrued liakility.”
Puiiic Act 15 of 2007, ntipiifwwawlegisiature.mi.govidociinmenis/2007- 20087
2007-PA-CO15 pdi (accessed Aug. 31, 20103

publicaciiy

for Michigan public employees may be unilaterally
modified even for current retirees, meaning that they

do not represent binding legal liabilities that cannot be
altered.” For this reason, OPEB accounting liabilities may
be considered to represent a significantly different type

of liability from those of MPSERS and MSERS pension
benefits. In contrast, modifying pension benefits that
ernployees have already earned would likely present
considerable constitutional difficulties.! Hence, the law may
treat the two liabilities differently, allowing the Legislature
to modify commitments on OPEB® and not on pensions.

Effective Sept. 15, 2006, important accounting changes
were made to large governmerit retiree medical plans under
Government Accounting Standards Board Statement 45
(known as “GASB 45”), which now requires accounting
recognition of OPEB liabilities. This transition of OPEB
accounting from a pay-as-you-go accounting to a more
pension-type accounting system serves to better quantify
the amount of current and future costs within the retiree
medical benefit program. The effect is to make the liabilities
of the MPSERS and MSERS retiree health plans more like
pension Habilities and more transparent to the public.

Of important note, unlike pension plans, GASB 45 does
not require OPEB liabilities to be prefunded, or paid up,

by the time employees retire. While the state has adopted
the GASB 45 accounting standard, the funding remains on
a “pay-as-you-go” basis. In other words, the money placed
in MPSERS and MSERS health plans each vear is used only

to pay health insurance benefits for current MPSERS and

higan Pubilc Schaoot Employoes’ Retirement Board, 472 Mich 642
Act 75 ©f 2010, howaver, may have created an unaherable, though

imiter, OPES legal iability. As noied sark APSERS employess

evpcable trust Tor MPSERS

hule 3 peroent of their compensation W g
allh care, and he money in this trust may have 1o e spent on those heakh
care benefits (see. for insiani:e, Patrick J. Wrigh‘{ “REA Lawsui on Retires Heaith

Benefiis Misguided” (Mackinac Center for Public Policy, 2010). httph
ergfarchives/2010v2010-22 nd ncceaau* Aug. 3120100 Also as noted carlier,

VAW ITIACKINGC

he maney 5 lemporarily being placed in an escrow account pending an MEA
; he 3 perceni requirement. [Pubitic Act 185 may have created

a sindlar legal lisbility )

i See Palrick J. Wrighl. “MEA Lawsuit on Retiree Heaiih Benefits Misguided™
{Mackinae Center for Puliic Policy, 20105, httpiissvemackinas.crgfarchives/ 20107
v2010-22. 0df {accessed Aug. 31, 2010} Wrighi concludes thal moddying pensicn
liabilities wolld be unconstitetional undar a 2008 Michigan Swpweme Cowt decision
{spe previous fooinoie).

& Gov. Jennifer Granhalm, for instance, proposad siimmaling retives denfal and

vision msurance subsidiss for all MPSERSE membars ratising afler &
See "Execiiive Budget Fiscal Year 20117 {Michigan Office of the Budget
A-BL hitpefimigewdocumentsibudgati2_3106743 T.pdf faccessed Sept. 3. 2010
iichigan Senate Fiscal

"Oheevigw of Governor Granmholm's FY 2010-11 Budget”
Agency, 20110, 36-37, 35-40, nttpAwess senate michigan gowistaPublications?

BudUpdatas/QvarviewGovsRecFY 11.pdf (socessed Sept. 3, 2016),
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MSERS retirees, rather than prefunding benefits for active
members who have not yet retired.

This pay-as-you-go approach does produce a lower
annual cost at present; to prefund these liabilities
would involve a significantly higher budgeted annual
contribution level. But pay-as-you-go financing also
means that no assets are set aside, and therefore that
there is no asset growth to help pay for future benefits.
At some point in the future, as the number of retirees
climbs, the relationship between annual pay-as-you-go
and prefunding payments will be reversed, and pay-as-
you-go will become more expensive than prefunding.

Under GASB 45, the state’s decision to use a pay-as-you-go
policy for retiree health benefits means that the state must
discount these future liabilities using a lower investment
return assumption than the 8 percent basis used in
pensions. As aresult, the state has selected a 4 percent
interest rate assumption that results in significantly higher
liabilities than under a prefunded approach, such as the one
used in MPSERS and MSERS pension plans.

While a pay-as-you go policy creates near-term cash flow
relief compared to a prefunded arrangement, GASB rules
also require that the difference between the contribution
required each year for prefunding (known as the “annual
required contribution”) and the pay-as-you-go cost be
reflected annually on the balance sheet as a liability. Another
assumption that affects the retiree health care liabilities
involves the future rate of health care cost increases.

While MPSERS and MSERS assumed a 9.0 percent

growth in health care costs in fiscal 2010, they also

assumed progressively lower annual medical cost growth

in subsequent years, reaching an assumed annual rate of
increase of 3.5 percent in fiscal 2021 and subsequent years.*?

It is also difficult to predict the extent to which projected
Medicare benefits will offset future retiree health care
labilities, especially given a further and most significant
variable: the potential impact of federal health care
legislation passed in 2010 on GASB 45 liabilities

for MPSERS and MSERS retiree health plans. Such
considerations are relevant at all levels of state and local
.government where OPEB liabilities may exist.

Financial engineering of pension and GASB liabilities will
prove to be of limited short-term value. The proper balance
between short- and long-term costs can be debated, but
the need to establish affordable short- and long-term costs
is fundamental. While superior MPSERS and MSERS

asset growth — in other words, achieving or surpassing

the 8 percent assumed annual rate of return - will help

pay future pension costs to an extent, such gains will prove
insignificant in retiree medical benefits, given that almost
no assets have been set aside to grow and help finance
future benefits.

While the pay-as-you-go cost approach provides some
short-term budgetary relief, it fails to account for future
costs implicit in increased longevity, rising annual health
care costs and a growing number of retirees and their
eligible dependents. The combined impact of these factors
on future retiree medical costs should be better disclosed
by policymakers and better understood by legislators and
taxpayers as a whole.

As funding requirements increase, the resulting impact

on taxpayers will become evident unless legislators decide
to borrow or otherwise further defer these costs. This is
significant given the funding requirements that already
exist for current taxpayers. Without successfully managing
these costs, the resulting increases in taxes will create
disincentives for individuals and businesses to live, work or
invest in Michigan.

The following summary, reported by the Office of
Retirement Services, shows MPSERS’ and MSERS'
unfunded liabilities as of Sept. 30, 2009, the date calculated
in the most recent annual actuarial valuation reports,
which were released in May and June of this year. Of
significant note is that the pensions’ unfunded liabilities
are not scheduled to be paid off for another 27 years.!* The
pattern of increasing future costs, the likelihood of actuarial
losses (which will increase the unfunded liability) and the
prospects of a lower assumed rate of return on assets will
mabke it likely that even the current unfunded liability will
not be fully amortized over this period.
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Graphic 1: Unfunded Liabilities of MPSERS and
MSERS Pension and Retiree Medical Benefits
(Billions of Dollars)

Defined- Other Post-
Benefit Employment Total
Pension Benefits (OPEB}
Michigan Public
School Employees’
Retirement System $11.98 $16.78 to $27.58 | $28.76 {0 $39.56
{MPSERS)
Michigan State
Employaas $3.13 $7.8110$12.62 | $10.94 to $15.75
Retirement System
(MSERS)
Total §15.11 $24.59to $40.20 | $39.70 to $55.31

Source: Computations based on “Michigan Public $cheo! Employeas’ Refirement System
2009 Annual Actuarial Valuation Report” (Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010), B-1;
“Michigan Siate Empioyees’ Retirement System 2009 Annual Actuarial Valuation Report”
(Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010), B-1; “Michigan Public School Employees’ Retiree
Health Benefits 2008 Annual Actuarial Valuation Report™ {Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company,
2010), A-2; “Michigan State Employees' Retiree Health Benefits 2009 Annual Actuariat
Valuation Report™ (Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010), A-2. As noted elsewhere in

the text, the unfunded liabilities for MPSERS and MSERS retiree medical care {or OPEB)
may be subject to modification by the state Legislature. The range of figures reported for
OFEB liabililies is based on whether a 4 percent or 8 parcent interest rate is assumed.

Benchmarking to Michigan’s
Private Sector

Benchmarking public employee benefit plans to the entire
Michigan marketplace should be a priority given the
changes reported with increased frequency in the private
sector. As a reference, this paper presents a summary
review of salaried benefit programs for 24 major Michigan
employers in 2010. Such data should be used as a guide in
designing sound and competitive benefit plans affordable
to Michigan taxpayers. Based upon a review of the

retiree benefit provisions of major salaried employers in
Michigan, the comparison to MPSERS and MSERS reveals
a significantly higher value in the MPSERS and MSERS
retiree benefit provisions.

These problems of predictability and affordability in
retiree benefits have become apparent in the private
sector over the past 10 years, and companies have
typically taken the steps necessary to develop costs

that are affordable and predictable. An example is the
widespread conversion from defined-benefit plans to
defined-contribution plans and the significant scarcity of
defined-benefit retiree medical plans.

Given the number of employees involved in MPSERS and
MSERS (see Graphic 2}, the public sector seems unlikely
to sustain benefits systems that the private sector has
considered unaffordable, especially since the public sector
is dependent upon the private sector for funding these

benefits. The public sector’s means of reconciling this is
frequently seen in funding policies that defer such costs to
the next generation.

To benchmark the MPSERS and MSERS pension and
retiree medical plans, the author used data that was
reported by large Michigan companies in the 2010
national employee benefit survey of major employers
conducted annually by Aon Hewitt, an international
human resources firm. The proprietary survey, known as
Aon Hewitt Benefit SpecSelect™, reports benefits for the
companies’ salaried employees. ‘

This year, 24 major Michigan companies participated in the
survey. The survey, while not comprehensive, included many
well-known, publicly traded companies. The companies
provided data for an average of 26,045 employees per
company, though this skews high due to one particularly
large participant; the median was arcund 10,122, Because
of the frequent changes made to private-sector employee
benefit plans, the most recent plan modifications may not be
reflected in the current survey results.

Graphic 2: MPSERS and MSERS Members
by Type as of Sept. 30, 2009

MPSERS MSERS MPSERS MSERS
Defined- Defined- : -
_ Retiree Retiree
Benefit Benefit
. N Health Health
Pension Pension Care Care
Plan Plan r
Active Members i
{Currently Working) 268,208 27,455 268,208 52,995
Retirees and
Boneficiarios 171,922 49,029 171,922 48,850
Enactive Vested 14,454 6,613 1,578 7,021
Tatal 454,584 83,097 441,708 108,866

Source: “Michigan Public School Employees’ Retirement System 2008 Annual Actuarial
Valuation Report” [Gabrie! Reader Smith & Company, 2010), D-1; "Michigan State
Employees’ Retirement System 2008 Annual Actuaria! Valuation Repor” (Gabriel Roeder

- Smith & Company, 2010), D-1; "Michigan Public School Employees’ Retiree Health Benefits
. 2009 Annual Actearial Valuation Report” (Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010}, D-1;

“Michigan State Employees' Retiree Health Benefits 2009 Annuat Actuarial Valuation Report”
(Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010), D-1. “inactive Vested™ are not in the MPSERS
‘and MSERS workforce, but have eamned benefits that are payable at a future date.

Comparing Michigan Private-Sector
Pensions to MPSERS' and MSERS’ Pensions

Aon Hewitt survey data on pension plans are
summarized, along with MPSERS and MSERS pension
plans, in the series of bullet points in Graphic 3 on

Page 10. The comparison is made to MPSERS and MSERS
pensions based upon their Sept. 30, 2009, actuarial
valuation reports, which were released in May and

June 2010.1 Some provisions of Public Act 75 and Public
Act 185 are also included in the descriptions below.
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These descriptions are not meant to provide explanations
of every detail of these benefit plans.

Notably, none of the 24 companies offered new employees
traditional defined-benefit plans in which annual retiree
pension benefits are based on the last few years of final
pay, when an employee’s income is usually highest. In
contrast, most MSERS and MPSERS retirees receive a
traditional defined-benefit pension based on final years of
pay (or strictly speaking, the highest years of pay, which
are usually the final years}.*

The formulas for these pension benefits generaily mean
that MPSERS or MSERS members who have 30 years’
service receive an annual pension of 45 percent of the
average of their final years of compensation’ (MPSERS
members do make financial contributions toward their
pension benefits, as described below). The pension
benefits are in addition to payments from Social Security.

Some companies in the Aon Hewitt Survey maintained
defined-benefit pension plans, but most of these were
closed to new employees, while the remainder were “cash-
balance” pensions, which are not based on final years of
pay and are generally considered to have more-predictable

" MPSERS

ckeall. "Legisiative Analysis:

Pubdic Schoot ¢
Fiscal Agenecy, Z010)

hillanalysisiHouse/n

ments/2008-20107

e Aug. 3, 2010).

MPSERS deiin aent Plan members, who

were hired bafore July 1, 20610, and repredes

wafit plan for Member nv

t about

B4 parcent of current
active parficipants, is based an the average of the emplovee's finel three years
cf pay. Caiculations based on “Michigan Public Schoo! Empioyees’ Relirement

Sysiam 2008 Annwal Actuarial Valuation Fepert” (Gabinel Roeder Smith &

Company, 2010}, B4, "The Basic Plan amd the Member investment Plan”
L THCTHgan.govS
G Dec. 2, 200€)

{Michigan Office of Retiroment Services. 2008), hiip:
creschoels/0,1607.7 -706-38450_36482--- 80 hiny {acc

There is @ MPSERS Tier 1 defined-benshi pension pian for MPSERS "Basic
Members” wha were hired before Jan. 1, 1987 the benefit involves the highest
five consecuiive years of compensation (see "The Basic Plan and the Member
invesiment Plan” (Michigan Office of Relirement Services, 2008), Mip/ v,
michigan.goviorsschools/0,1807.7-206-36450_36452--- 00 htmi {accessed Dac,
2, 2009 "Michigan Public School Employeess’ Retirement System 2088 Annual
Actuarial Valuation Report” (Gabiriel Roeder Smith & Company, 2010}, F-1).

MSERS formuia in most cases is based on the final three vears of pay, "Michigan
Siats Emplayees’ Retirement System 2008 Annual Acluariz! Vatuation Report”
{Gabriel Reeder Smith & Company. 2010}, F-1.

T The formuiais ganerally (average pay over the final years of service} x (vears of
service} x {1.5 peroenty. See, fur instance. “Michican Public School Emplovess”
Relirement Sysiem 2008 Annual Actuariz! Valuation Reporl” (Gabriel Rosder Smith
& Campany, 2010}, F-1, F-2.

Crnacted” (Michigan House.

costs and liabilities. In an important regard, the MSERS
system compares favorably, since it likewise closed its
defined-benefit plan to new hires and provided employees
instead with a defined-contribution plan. Of note, all 24 of
the companies in the survey offered defined-contribution
pension plans.

The preference in retirement plan design among Michigan
employers is apparent in the number of defined-
contribution plans. It is common for employers to express
the cost of retirement and other benefits as a percentage
of employee pay, and data from the Aon Hewitt survey
suggests that the overall maximum employer average
contribution from the 24 Michigan companies was a

little over 6 percent of employee pay. A recent survey of
Fortune 100 companies found that a majority (58 percent)
had a defined-contribution plan only. Typical Fortune

100 workers covered by only a defined-contribution plan
received company contributions of 5.77 percent of pay.!’
Also of note, between 1985 and 2010, the percentage of
Fortune 100 companies that offered traditional defined-
benefit pension plans to new hires fell from 89 percent to
17 percent.’®

This is consistent with the author’s experience that private
employers are attempting to achieve an overall annual
employer cost profile of 5 percent to 7 percent of pay in
retirement costs. Private-sector employers that could

not achieve this desired level of employer contribution

in defined-benefit plans have generally transitioned into
defined-contribution plans.

Predictability is another important aspect of effectively
managing annual benefit costs. A defined-contribution
plan provides a predictable expense each year, while

the employer liability of a defined-benefit plan in the
long-term can fluctuate in ways difficult to predict, with
the annual funding proving easy to manipulate and often
involving political considerations.

Of significant note, Michigan state government has
already achieved predictability in its MSERS Tier 2

plan, a defined-contribution plan effective for members
hired on or after April 1, 1997.° In the MSERS Tier 2
plan, the state provides a contribution of up to 7 percent
of an employee’s pay. Similarly, the state of Alaska,
effective July 1, 2006, implemented a mandatory defined-
contribution plan for new state employees and for public

I Acash-balance fype of defmed-benefll plan expresses the acorued benedit as an
gceolnt balance that grows with payv-hased oredits and a formula-based “imerest

rafe.” Ste lso first fooincie on Page 10.

& People hired before Aprit 1, 1987, could opt inio MSERS Trer 2.
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education employees eligible for the teachers’ retirement
system. The employer match ranges from 5 percent of pay
for state employees to 7 percent of pay for members of the
teachers’ plan.”

In contrast, the MPSERS defined-contribution plan
established under Public Act 75 of 2010 did not
significantly alter the basic challenges of MPSERS’
defined-benefit pension system. While the modifications
introduced by Public Act 75 were generally positive, new
MPSERS members continue to enter a relatively generous
defined-benefit pension plan that has considerable
unfunded liabilities.

None of the Michigan companies in the Aon Hewitt
survey reported defined-benefit pension plans with an
automatic “cost-of-living adjustment,” which is a periodic
— sometimes annual — increase to pension payments
in order to account for inflation or increases in overall
costs. The presence of an automatic annual cost-of-living
" adjustment can easily add over 25 percent to the ongoing
cost of a pension plan. Public Act 75 of 2010 therefore
represents a step in the right direction in eliminating
the 3 percent pension cost-of-living adjustment for new
public school employees. The $300 annual cap on the
cost-of-living adjustment to MSERS' defined-benefit
* pension also mitigates the financial impact of MSERS'
cost-of-living benefit.*

Siill, MPSERS Member Investment Plan members
hired before July 1, 2010, represent most of the current
employees, and the 3 percent cost-of-living adjustment in
their pension plan stands in contrast to the companies in
the Aon Hewitt Survey. It can be argued that the cost of
MPSERS cost-of-living benefit is generally offset by the
required employee contribution to the plan, a place where
MPSERS exceeded private-sector riorms, since none of the
companies required employee contributions. Nevertheless,
offsetting the cost-of-living benefit with the employee

- contribution would lead roughly to an annual “net” benefit

" provided exclusively by state taxpayers of 1.5 percent of
final average three (or five} years’ pay times years of service.
Such a benefit level is generous by marketplace standards,
especially given the trend to defined-contribution plans.
As noted, MSERS defined-benefit plan (MSERS Tier 1),
which was ¢lesed to new members on March 30, 1997, does
not require an employee pension contribution.

While the Aon Hewitt survey did not review the
conditions under which employees could begin receiving
an unreduced pension benefit, traditionally such salaried

plans have included requirements such as reaching ages
60 to 62 with 25 to 30 years of service. In comparison,
MPSERS and MSERS requirements are more generous.”

Graphic 3: Comparison of Pension
Benefits for 24 Major Michigan
Employers and MPSERS and MSERS

24 Major Michigan Employers’ Salaried
Employees’ Pension Benefits

Defined-Benefit Plans
+ 0 (0%) had a final pay defined-benefit
plan for new employees

- 6 (25%) had a cash-balance defined-benefit plan’

= 10 {42%) had frozen or discontinued
their defined-benefit plans

+ 8 (33%) did not sponsor a defined-benefit plan of any kind

* No plan reported automatic pension
cost-of-living adjustments

» No plan required employee contributions

Defined-Contribution Plans

+ All 24 companies (100%) had at least one defined-
contribution plan, typically a 401{k) plan

* 6 companies (25%) have currently suspended
their 401 (k) employer match

+ 8 companies (33%) had additional defined-centribution
plans, such as a profit-sharing and Employee Stock
Ownership Plans;' most of these supplemental
plans did not require an employee contribution

« Overall, employers’ potential contributions
to their various defined-contribution plans
averaged 6.16% of total employee salary?

Source: 2010 Acn Hewitt Benefit SpecSalect™,

atccaut balance that grows

rale.” However. the investm

parficipant. in many plars, e enig account balanca may be as & lump
sum or converted o an anauity. Gash-balance plans tend o De more predicizhle

than traciional pension plans.

T Employes Stock Ownaership Plans provide retirement benefiis to employees
through such machanisms as selling or providing company stock o employees.

I A empiover's exact contribution o such plans depends on marg than company

polioy: it ustally aise depends on the amownt of meney empi are coaiributing,

how many empioyees efeot to paricipaie in voiuitary plans, and, in the case of

profii-sharing pians, the company's recent inansial resulis,
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MPSERS Defined-Benefit Pension Provisions
{MPSERS Tier 1) for Member Investment Plan

The benefits described below apply to “Member
Investment Plan” individuals joining the MPSERS
pension plan on or after Jan. 1, 1990 — approximately
85 percent of current active participants.”

= Annual pension benefit formula (in general):
Hires before July 1, 2010:
Final average 3 years’ compensation” x 1.5 percent
X years of service
Hires on or after July 1, 2010:
Final average 5 years'* compensation x
1.5 percent x years of service

. Unreduced retirement with 30 years’ service;
age 60 with 10 years’ service, or age 60
with 5 years’ service just completed®

» Cost-of-living adjustments:
Hires before July 1, 2010:
Annual pension cost-of-living adjustment of 3 percent
(MIP member who retired on or after Jan. 1, 1987)®
Hires on or after July 1, 2010:
No annual pension cost-of-living adjustment

« Regquired employee contribution of 3 percent for
first $5,000 of pay, 3.6 percent of the next $10,000
of pay and 4.3 percent of pay in excess of $15,000
(4.3 percent increased to 6.4 percent effective for new
entrants on July 1, 2008 cor later; MIP members hired
before Jan. 1, 1990, contribute 3.9 percent of pay)*

Source: Michigan Public Schoof Employees’ Relirement System 2009
Annual Actuariaf Valuation Report; Public Act 75 of 2010.

* Calcuialions based on "Michigan Public School Employess’ Retirement

ith &
Company, 2010}, D-4. "The Basic Plan and the Member Investrment Pian”
{Michigan Office of Refirement Sendoes, 2008}, htipdhwvawmichigan.gov/
orsschoals/0, 1607 ,7-206-36450__38452-— DLhtml (accessed Doc. 2, 200%). There is
a MPSERS Tier 1 defined-benefit pension plan for MPSERS "Basic Members” whe
were hirad before Jan, 1, 1987 {ses “Tha Basic Plan and the Member investment
Pran® (Michigan Office of Retivemeni Sarvices, 20091 hit
wreschonlsiQ 1607 ¥-206-58450 35452 nimd (accassed Dec, 2, 20001

System 2009 Annued Actuanal Valuation Report” {Gabriel Roeder St

ey ichigan.gov/

fen valuation repord stales that the pension benefit depands

T The anpuat act
on the highest three consecu
"Michigan Public School Employess’ Retirement System 2006 Annual Actuarial
Valuation Reper?” {(Gabriel Roeder Smith & Company, 20403, F-1}. Thase will

ive vears of compensalian for MIP members (see

fypically be the fisal fhreg voars,

T Public Acl 76 of 2010 actually sels this as the highesi fve years of corpensation
{see "Public Act 75 of 20107 Sec. 4 (12), hitpiiwew legislature,migov/
2009-2010publicact/pdff2010-PADOT 5.pdf {acoessed Aug. 3, 20101,

These will fypically be the final five years.

documenis

MSERS Defined-Benefit Provisions (MSERS Tier 1)

The description below applies to most MSERS
members; there are exceptions for corrections
officers, conservation officers and some other
ctassifications.

« Closed to new entrants after March 31, 1997, (New
entrants joined a defined-confribution plan with an
employer match varying from 4 percent fo 7 percent
of pay, depending on employee contribution)®

+ Annual pension benefit formula {in general):
Final average 3 years’ compensationT x 1.5 percent x
years of service

» Unreduced retirement benefits {in general): Age 55 with
30 years’ service, or age 60 with 10 years’ service®s

A cost—of—living adjustment of 3 percent annually for
members retiring on or after Oct. 1, 1987, though a
retiree’s annual upward adjustment is capped at $300%

* No employee contributions®

Source; Michigan State Employees’ Retirement System 2009 Annual Acluarial Vahsation Report,

Comparing Michigan Private-Sector
Retiree Medical Benefits to MPSERS’
and MSERS’ Plans

Separate yet related to the pension issue is the challenge
of predictability and affordability of future retiree
medical costs.

The existence of employer-provided retiree medical
coverage in 2010 is significant unto itself, given national
trends and the Michigan private-employers’ data from
the Aon Hewitt Survey (see Graphics 4 and 5).

Graphic 4 reflects a national survey of large employers
conducted by Mercer, an international human resources
consulting firm, indicating the decline in employer-
sponsored retiree health care nationwide. Although
companies are somewhat more likely to offer health
care coverage to retirees who are not yet eligible for

£ in MSERS' defined-contribution plan, the sials emplover contribuies an amoun:

equal to 4 pereent of the employee’s pay 1o 2 parsonat defined-contribution acoount.
The staie also matches any additional emplayes contribution up 10 3 parcent of

the employee’s pay, making a maximuwm empioyer contribution of 7 percent of the
employee's pay. See "Stale of Michigan 401{KK} and 457 Plans” {Siatz of Michigan},

chigan/plans_guide.pdl,

1-2. hips:stateohinl.ingplan s comizinfo/pdfsforms/mi

4 The annual actuarial valuation report siates thal ihe pension beneflil depends on
the Mighest three consecutive years of compensation for most MEBFRS mambers

tsee "Michigan Siate Employees’ Retirerment System 2000 Annual Actuanal

Vajuaien Reper!” {Gabrig! Rosdsr Smith & Company, 2010}, F-1). These will

typically be the fingl three years.
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Medicare,” the number who offer either kind of coverage
are clearly in the minority.

Graphic 4: Percentage of Large
U.S. Employers Offering Retiree Medical
Plans to New Hires, 1993-2009

46%

41%
— 38%
8%

Offer coverags by pre-Madicare-gligitle
35%
31%

26% 29% _w%

21% FIT T " Wﬂﬂ%

1943 1993 1997 1998 2001 2003 2005 2007 2008

Source: Mercar's National Survey of Empioyer-Sponscred Health Plans, Ses “In a Tough Year,
Employers Held the Line on Health Benefit Cost Increases” (Mercer, Nov. 18, 2009}, hitp://wwwy
.mercer.com/summary.htm?siteLanguage=100&idContent=1364345 (accessed Sept. 6, 2010).
The recent changes affecting the entire auto industry
underscore this point. The norm where coverage
continues to exist is in an environment of plans closed
to new hires, reduced benefits, increased premiums —
100 percent ernployee-paid, in several cases in the Aon
Hewitt survey — or liability caps defining an employer’s
future cost. Moreover, continuation of other insurances,
such as dental and vision coverage, adds to the value of
MPSERS and MSERS benefit packages.

Graphic 5 once again draws upon the 2010 Aon Hewitt survey
for 24 large Michigan companies. The descriptions of the
MPSERS and MSERS benefits are based upon their Sept. 30,
2009, actuarial valuation reports, as well as Public Act 75 and
Public Act 185. As in Graphic 3, these descriptions are not
meant to provide detailed explanations of these benefit plans.

Graphic 5: Comparison of Retiree Health
Care Benefits for 24 Major Michigan
Employers and MPSERS and MSERS

24 Major Michigan Employers’ Salaried
Employees Retiree Medical Benefits

« 17 {71%}) provided no coverage, ceased offering
coverage to new employees or created transition
arrangements reducing coverage for existing employees

« 4 (17%) offered coverage with a
100 percent retiree contribution

= 3 {12.5%) offered employer-subsidized coverage
Source: 2010 Aon Hewitt Benefit SpecSslect™.
* Companies more frequeantly oifer pre-Medicare health coverage than Medicare
supplementary insurance because the pre-Medicare benefit is generally more

tve 10 employees. Fram the employer's perspeclive, pre-Medicars ingurancs

h

antpityer’s

the advantage of ending predictably when the retires turns 65, limiting the

ability,

MPSERS Retiree Medical Benefils

MPSERS pension recipients, including both MIP and non-MIP
members, are generally eligible for the following benefits.t

= Pension recipients are eligible for up to a 100 percent
employer-paid health plan* and a 90 percent
employer-paid dental, vision and hearing coverage

+ Hires before July 1, 2008:
Receive between 10 percent and 100 percent of the
maximum employer contribution for between 21 and 30 or
more years’ service
Hires after July 1, 2008:
if retiree is less than age 60, employer pays 90 percent of
the maximum amount if the employee has 25 years or more
of service; if the retiree is age 60 or clder, the employer pays
between 30 percent and 90 percent of the maximum employer
contribution for between 10 and 25 or more years’ service®

- Retirees pre-Medicare pay an amount equal
to the Medicare Part B Premium?®

= As of July 1, 2010, MPSERS active members are required
to contribute 3 percent of their compensation toward

payment of MPSERS retiree health care benefitst

Source: Michigan Public School Empioyees’ Retiree Health Benefits 2009
Annual Actuarial Valuation Report and Public Act 75 of 2010.

MSERS Retiree Medical Benefits

As in Graphic 3, the description below applies to most
MSERS members {exceptions occur for corrections
officers and some others).

« As of Nov. 1, 2010, and until Sept. 30, 2013,
MSERS active members are required fo
contribute 3 percent of their compensation toward
payment of retiree health care benefits.®®

Defined-Benefit Participants (MSERS Tier 1)
+ All MSERS Tier 1 retirees are eligible for benefits®!
« MSERS Tier 1 retirees receive 90 percent employer-

paid health insurance premiums and 80 percent
employer-paid dental and vision insurance premiums32

1 “pdichigan Public School Emplovess Retires Heslth Benclits 2009 Annual Actuarial
Valuation Report™ (Gabrisl Roader Smith & Company, 2000), C-1. There are some

exceptions for members who have retired from delerred vested slatus,

I The health plan is referred to as "Master Heslth Plan” and is authonzed ©
MPSERS board and the Department of Management and Budgel, MOL 381387,

MOL 38.1304{4),

§ Bethany Wicksall, : Analysis: Pubiic School Retiremant Revisions. Senade
Biit 1227 as Enacted” {(Mi

miLgovwsooTents/2009-201 6/hitanalysisiHouse/pd2008-HLA-1 227-7 pdf {accessed

it House Fiscal Agancy, 20100, 1, hifpiwww.ingisiaiure.

A, 3, 20100 Ag noted sarliern, savera! public school amployess have filed 2

claiming this provision  be uncensiituiional, and 4 court order hag

snsrthution into an escrow account, rather than the

placed coflection of the 3 perce:
MPBERS reties healih tare rost fund established by Hhe Legisiature.
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Defined-Contribution Participants (MSERS Tier 2
in general)*

» Eligible after 10 years’ service and may receive benefits
at age 60 or at age 55 with 30 years’ service®

+ Hires before April 1, 2010:
Receive between 30 percent and 90 percent of medical,
dental and vision insurance premiums for between
10 years' and 30 years’ service (essentially 3 percent x
years of service)'
Hires after April 1, 2010
Receive between 30 percent and 80 percent of
medical, dentai and vision insurance premiums for
10 or more years’ service (essentially 3 percent x
years of service with a cap at 80 percent)*

Source: Michigan State Employees’ Retiree Health Benefits 2009 Annual Actuarial
Valuation Report, Public Act 185 of 2010 and Wicksall, “Senale Bil 1226 (H-38 as Amended).”

Conclusion

If Michigan is ever to effectively manage public
employee benefit costs, it must first engineer these
plans around the taxpayers’ ability to pay both now and
in the future. This means having costs that are current,
predictable and affordable. The research for this

paper revealed little evidence of all three parameters

in MPSERS and MSERS pensions and retiree medical
benefits. Moreover, the future portends greater fiscal
challenges.

Given the precarious fiscal state of affairs in Michigan,
one is reminded of the frequent experience that when
taxes are increased, economic activity contracts. As
evidenced in the tax increases associated with the

" There are excepiions. MSERS Tier 1 mambers who opted o join the MSERS

Tier 2 defined-cantribuiion pension plan have (he sams retires heals care eligibility

aixd benafits a5 Tier 1 memx : are also “spaedcial retirement eligibi

conditicns for carrections ¢ vation officers, or rel & un

‘Michigan State Employees’ Rafires Haalin
on Raport” (Gabrle! Roeder Smith &
:0 the discussion of Public Act 185 on Page 4 of this

resirement window progra
Benafits 2008 Annual A
Company, 20103, G-1.
stuely and the accompanying foolnatas.

1 Technically, Public Act 185 provides an addidional cap on the sharg of the premium
paid by MSERS, but at present. thiz cap does nol generally affect the caloulation
dascrined in the main text above. See Public Act 185 of 2010, Sec. B8{4): Sethany
Wicksall, “Legislaiive Anslysis: State Employess’ Retiremernt Revisions, Senate Giff
1228 (#4-38 as Amended),” (Michigan House Fiscal Agency, 20104 2 and "Michigan
State Emplovees’ Retiree Heaalth Benefits 2009 Annual Actuarial Valuation Renort”

{Gahiet Reader Smith & Company, 26105, C-1.

1 Techaicaily, as in the previous fooinete. the arrangemant is more compiex,
lalive Analysis:

Ses Public Act 185, Sec. 8804} see also Bethany Wicksall,
State Employees’ Retlirement Revisions, Senate Bift 1226 [M-7

35 as Amended}”
{Mictugan House Fiscal Agancy. 2010}, 2.

prior state budgets, tax increases to address MPSERS
and MSERS would undoubtedly have a corresponding
impact in the marketplace. Expected future increases in
employee benefit costs will further test the system and
lead to a difficult economic environment.

This situation is particularly ironic, given that the state
was visionary in converting to a defined-contribution
plan for MSERS members in 1997. This is a case study
for the state. Such a conversion reaffirms the notion
seen in the private and public sectors that annual
pension costs need to be in the range of 5 percent to

7 percent of payroll. '

Despite the MSERS Tier 2 defined-contribution plan, which
carries no unfunded liabilities, MSERS on the whole
continues to carry an unfunded deficit from Tier 1
participants who were members of MSERS prior to 1997
This Hability is scheduled to be paid off over the next 27 years.

Michigan policymakers should mirror the 1997 action
and place all new public school employees in a defined-
contribution plan to achieve affordable, predictable
and fully funded costs. The state should also begin to
better manage its GASB 45 OPEB liability through a
combination of plan design and eligibility reforms.

Public understanding of MPSERS and MSERS pension

- and retiree medical benefits would be significantly

enhanced if the Legislature required the Office of
Retirement Services annually to publish a 20-year
forecast of expected liabilities and expected taxpayer
contributions. Such a projection provided now would
affirm the belief that these programs are unsustainable
and highlight the limited impact current reforms are likely
to play in the long run.

The idea of switching new MPSERS employees into a
program similar to that of MSERS Tier 2 was recently
analyzed in a publication of the Michigan Senate Fiscal

- Agency.® The paper confirmed that in the long term, a

defined-contribution plan for new employees would save
money and provide predictable costs, but also concluded
that the savings would not be realized for a number of years.

The savings, however, would probably be even greater
than estimated by the SFA. The paper implies that the
normal cost of the MPSERS program represents the
actual annual cost of the program. In fact, the normal cost
of the program is only part of the annual cost; another
portion is the annual payment on the unfunded liability.
Hence, the normal cost does not represent the full cost of
the plan. Indeed, if the normal cost were considered an
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absolute measure of the true cost of the MPSERS defined-  their ability to pay and will likely become significant
benefit pension plan, the plan would not have an accrued burdens to the next generations of taxpayers.

unfunded liability of nearly $12 billion.
It is hoped this paper will provide a basis to promote

Fdllowing this, all pension and retiree costs should be fully  an increased awareness and discussion on these needed
recognized during the working career of the worldorce; reforms,

in other words, amortization of an employee's costs

should not extend into the worker’s retirement years.

The compound impact of these existing pension and

retiree medical programs will likely create unaffordable

costs. The only mitigating factor could be in the pension

area, where market gains in excess of the benchmark of

8 percent could help offset future cost increases.

However, the reality is that the investment assumption
will likely be lowered to less than 8 percent and
amortization periods will likely be shortened due to
economic realities and potential GASB reforms.* Equally
important is the risk that any future MPSERS and MSERS
funding progress and higher-than-expected asset growth

“could be an incentive for additional benefit enhancements
to be enacted.

Poor benchmarking is a problem plaguing the public
sector. Frequently, a given benefit provision or financial
approach is justified as being common practice in
other public plans — plans that often have even larger
funding deficits. As an example, pension cost-of-living
adjustments.are virtually nonexistent in the private
sector while defined-benefit plans are in decline, yet
the common justification for such benefits is to simply
reference another state that has them.

Instead, Michigan policymakers should design employee-
benefit plans considering market trends and the best-
demonstrated practices in both the private and public
sectors in Michigan and the rest of the country.

These basic problems of poor benchmarking, deferred
costs, and the lack of predictability and affordability in
retiree costs will continue as long as they are ignored.
These issues are highly interrelated. Without significant
reforms, state taxpayers are facing costs that will exceed

¢ Foringtance. the Governmental Accounting Standards Board ig currently

considering @ new standard that would reguire public-secier pension funds Lo

ameriize dabt over fewsr vears and 0 assume A fowey raie of annuat assel growth
; for accounting purposes, Sae, fur axample, Dunstan MoNichel, "Siates Face

' Persion Stress as GASE Ruies Widen 8ap” [Bicomberg Businessweek, July 8
face-pension-aiess-

as-gasb-rules-widen-gap.himi (accessed Senl. 8, 2040y "Fension Accounting and
Financial Reporting by Emplovers: Plain Language Supplemant.” {Governmenial
Accounting Siandards Board. 20100, hilpwww gash.org/es/ContentSaver
re=Document_C&pagename=GASEDocument C/GASEDocumentPagese
i¢=1176150938 140 {accessed Sept. 8, 2010;,
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